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Introduction

From 1947 until 1988 the Bureau of Reclamation's Southwest Regional Office located in Amarillo,
Texas, oversaw planning, constructing, and operating dams and reservoirs in the States of Texas,
Oklahoma, and New Mexico.? During the first decade after the passage of the 1974 M oss-Bennett
Act, the hey day of funding, four large dams were constructed in the region. The substantial cultural
resources investigations at these were funded directly and managed from planning to completion by
Reclamation archeologists. From today’s vantage point, we wondered whether the results of that
work had been or were being used. If not, why not? Or, put differently, had the expenditure of
public monies been worthwhile? We set out to find the answer(s) to present at the Reclamation
Symposium at the 1998 Society American Archaeology annual meeting. Ultimately, our objectives
were to:

*

assess the research usethat has been made of the data collected by these studies which were
funded and directed by Reclamation;

suggest reasons why the materials are or are not being used;

provide alist of the reports resulting from the formal, substantive research contracts;
identify where the reports and the collections are available; and

call attention to the considerable research potential of the truly massive quantities of data
which study of these reservoirs yielded.

*HHH

After abrief description of the four projects and the resources located, we describe our
approach and the results.

Yvan Tries Button - Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Washington, D.C. 20426
Bobbie H. Ferguson - Bureau of Reclamation, Denver Federal Center, Denver, CO 80225-0007

The views expressed in this article are the authors' and do not necessarily reflect the
position of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission or the Bureau of Reclamation.

2The administrative boundaries of Bureau of Reclamation regions are formed by
drai nages rather than State borders. The old Sout hwest Regi on corresponded to the
anci ent boundari es of Texas and included all of Cklahoma and Texas, New Mexico east of
the Continental Divide, and a bit of Kansas and of Col or ado.



The Projects

Choke Canyon

The Nueces River (Choke Canyon) Project (Figure 1) encompasses 39,022 acres of the
valley formed by the juncture of the Frio, Nueces and Atascosa Rivers of South Texas.
Thevalley is defined by escarpments of geologically ancient tuff and sandstone and terrace
remnants of gravelly, pre-Holocene alluvium. Valley floor landforms include the channel
of the Frio River, relict channds (sloughs), drainages descending from the uplands, the
floodplain, and the sloping transition to the rolling brush covered upland plain. Native
American sites from the Paleoindian through historic contact periods are represented. The
sites are predominantly indicative of open air activities and constitute scatters of fire
cracked rock, debitage, musseal shell, and stone tools. The approximately 37 sites which
include a substantive historic component represent the activities of European descended
American and Mexican settlers. Historic sites include stone block rubble heaps, standing
chimneys, structures, and debris scatters.

Sunmmary of Choke Canyon | nvestigations

| nt ensi vely Ext ensi vel y

Total Sites Test ed St udi ed
395 199 25
Pametto Bend

The 18,582 acre Pametto Bend Project’'s (Figure 2) Lake Texana memorializes a 19th
century town which it inundated near the confluence of the Lavaca and Navidad Riversin
gulf coastal Texas. Located on the coastal plain 20 miles from the modern coastline the
prehistoric sites of the project area allowed an examination of seasonal inland occupation
by coastal Archaic and early Late Prehistoric groups. Historic resources included the
town, plantations, and a sugar evaporator complex.

Summary of Palmetto Bend | nvestigations

Extensively
Total Sites Tested Studied
Historic 50 4 4
Prehistoric 44 10 12

Grand Totals 94 14 16



Brantley

The Brantley Project (Figure 3) occupies 33,366 acres of the wide, flat valley of the
Pecos River and of the grass, brush, and sand dune-covered plains which bracket it in
southeastern New Mexico. Absent the water provided by large scale irrigation first
developed by eastern capital and entrepreneurs at the turn of the century, it was a
forbidding landscape to Anglos. It had been, however, selectively exploited by groups
beginning in the Archaic through the proto- and historic period.

Summary of Brantley | nvestigations

Total Sites Tested (limited & extensive)
Prehistoric sites 162 47
Historic sites 29 8
Both Historic & 11 5
Prehistoric
Grand Total 202 60
McGee Creek

Just above the confluence of McGee Creek and Muddy Boggy Creek, the McGee Creek
Dam (Figure 4) inundates approximately 6,800 acres within the total Project area of
30,948 acres in Southeastern Oklahoma's Ouachita Mountains. The stegp rock and
boulder strewn entrenched stream valleys, covered with pine and oak forests, have assured
those who wanted it, including the relocated historic Choctaw, almost complete isolation.
Exploitation of the area's resources began in the Paleoindian period and continued through
the Archaic and Caddoan to the recent past.

Summary of M Gee Creek I nvestigations

Ext ensi vel y
Total Sites Test ed St udi ed
552 146 21

Prehistoric H storic WMdern Prehistoric Prehistoric Historic
& Mbdern & Historic & Mbdern
30 70 11 33 20 10

Unknown - 3
*22 sites located in 1975 may not be in this total.

The definition of more than twelve hundred sites at these four reservoirs emphasizes
the logic underlying the original national Reservoir Salvage Act. The confluences of rivers
which make for good dam locations also tend to be prime locations for human settlement and
concordant concentration of historic and prehistoric sites, but not, as noted below, necessarily
areas of prime archeological interest. The survey done for each reservoir represents a



comprehensive attempt to identify every single site susceptible to definition with current
archeological survey methods.

Compliance surveys, driven by the National Historic Preservation Act's dictates, are
commonplace, but they seldom cover huge contiguous parcels of land like these four projects.
More often these address small areas, or are linear, which allows significant sites to be
avoided. Reservoir surveys allow for substantive programs of problem oriented extensive
excavation.

The methods employed at the survey and testing levels for these four projects were
unabashedly descriptivein focus. Our experience with "trendy" mid-1970s survey
methodology would best be described as appalling. We consciously developed a bias for
logistically skilled archeologists who could efficiently and accurately map and define sites and
produce reports on budget and on time.

Project investigations were not theory free nor even theory poor. Mitigative data
recovery (excavation) placed more emphasis on theoretical and research oriented issues,
recognizing the principle that investigations needed to be guided by focused research
guestions or run therisk of missing and failing to record seminal data.  The competent and
devoted scholars who did the work felt obligated to achieve some of the research potential the
resources held. They also recognized that not pursuing some research avenues had
unacceptable data loss risks. Nevertheless, a significant portion of each project's budget of
time, money, talent, and energy was devoted to compiling and curating relatively raw
descriptive data. No pretense was ever made that the full potentia of the data would be
realized with Reclamation funds. We consciously sacrificed synthesis in the interest of
avoiding losing data by not field collecting it, writing it up and curating it adequately and
responsibly. We wanted to assure future researchers a sample of the full range of data
represented: Paleoindian through historic; small single component through complex
multistrata; etc. It isour considered professional opinion that we were pretty successful at
compiling a usable, comprehensive record of the full archeological record of more than
100,000 acres of land and more than 1,200 archeological sites.

I nvestigative Approach

Neither of the authors is currently active in the research areas of the various projects.
To develop some objective data on the presence of these projects in mainstream archeol ogical
research, we

1) checked the use of the reports produced in at least one designated repository;

2) checked on the use of the collections at their designated repositories;

3) talked with researchers in the culture areas and individuals at SHPOs and

repositories who are in tune with work in the states about the use and value of the
work; and



4) searched for citations of the volumes in the regional and some national literature.

The locations and results of the search for items 1) and 2) and a summary of the
results of 3) and 4) are provided below. A list of the reports for each project is in Attachment
A. The complete results of 4) are given in Attachment B along with additional citations
provided to us by our knowledgeable sources.

We have not conducted research on citations of published works on remote areas for
comparison; such a comparison would be useful.

Theliterature
Our initial emphasis in searching the literature was on sources which report primarily on
archeological (read prehistoric) material. In consideration of the major amount of historic
work which was done for the projects, this approach was expanded to cover a small number
of regional historic sources, even though our knowledgeable contacts held little hope for
these.

We checked American Antiquity (1978 - 1998) by reviewing the annual volume
indices, selecting articles whose author, or regional or topical focus might relate to one of our
projects, and examining the references cited for those articles. We scanned references cited
for each article in Plains Anthropologist between 1974 and 1997. To cover the regional
literature, the indices to subject and authors of articles in the New Mexico Historical Review
(1974-1992), the Bulletin of the Texas Archeological Society (1980-1997), the Transactions
of the Regional Archeological Symposium for Southeastern New Mexico and Western Texas
(1974 - 1997), and the Bulletin of the Oklahoma Archeological Society (1993 -1998) were
checked and all the references of articles whose subject or location were appropriate were
reviewed for citations of project reports. We discovered the Social Sciences Citations Index
after some of these checks had been completed, but completed a search for all primary
authors, except Fawcett and Wakefield, for 1975 and then for each year between 1977 and
1997. Thelndex allowed us to expand our archeological journal coverage, too, as sources
not initially selected, such as the Journal of Field Archaeology areincluded. Weare
indebted to Douglas K. Boyd, Teddy Stickney, Susan Bearden, and Robert Brooks who aided
us in searching the selected sources unavailable to us.

The contacts

Contacts with individuals to check the use of reports and collections and to understand the use
of the material in the culture area were by telephone and e ectronic mail. The number of
individuals contacted for each project: Brantley, 21; Choke Canyon, 5; McGee Creek, 16;

and Palmetto Bend, 7. Details are available from the authors.



The Results
1) Use of Reports

Choke Canyon - The reports are housed at the Texas Archaeological Research
Laboratory, Austin (TARL) and at the Center for Archaeological Research of the University
of Texas at San Antonio (UTSA). Neither repository tracks their reports in away which
allows a count to be made of the number of times a volume was used/checked out. Staff
advised that the volumes were regularly used, so much so that they are dog eared.

Palmetto Bend - The reports are also housed at TARL. Staff advised that the volumes
were accessed occasionally, but less frequently than the Choke Canyon volumes.

Brantley - Staff at the Archeological Resources Management Section and Library of
the New Mexico Museum of Indian Arts and Culture, in Santa Fe, the official depository,
believe the Brantley volumes are regularly used, but have no formal system for keeping track.

McGee Creek - Staff kindly checked the cards in all of the McGee Creek volumes at
the Oklahoma Archeological Survey in Norman, the official repository. There are fifteen
signatures on them all told, McGuff (1980) is the most frequently checked out (6 times). The
majority of these volumes are now aso available at the Museum of the Great Plainsin
Lawton.

2) Collections use

Choke Canyon - The bulk of the artifacts, field notes, etc. are curated at the Center for
Archeological Research, UTSA. Curatorial staff were not aware of anyone accessing the
collections for independent research. The faunal material is referenced in several seminal
publications (see Attachment B), but it is not clear if thisinvolved analysis in addition to that
donefor the reports.

Palmetto Bend - The materials are curated at TARL. Staff had no knowledge of their
being accessed.

Brantley - The Brantley collections created during the 1970s by Southern Methodist
University were consolidated with those from the Katzes' investigations at the New Mexico
Museum of Indian Arts and Culture three years ago. We were able to determine that the
material has been accessed at |least once since it reached New Mexico. In addition to
examination of the material by the Katzes (related to the second phase of work at Brantley),
while at SMU the faunal material was accessed at least twice. Staff who had worked at SMU
thought that the ground stone was used for teaching purposes and that Brantley materials may
have been used for some student term papers or theses. We could not confirm the existence
of any student papers or theses based on the Brantley material.



McGee Creek - The prehistoric diagnostic and environmental collections from the
McGee Creek project work completed by North Texas State University (now the University
of North Texas) and all associated records were transferred recently to the Museum of the
Great Plains in Lawton, where these will be available to researchers. The bulk material has
not yet been curated there. While the material was at NT SU, the Paleoindian and Choctaw
material was each used once. The collection made during survey and testing by
Environmental Assessments in 1978 is believed to be at Stovall Museum in Norman; no
records of use are available, but the probability of their being used islow. Thelocation of the
very small amount of material collected during the Cheek sample survey is not certain, but is
either at Stovall or with the NTSU collection, again the probability of useis low.

3) Insights offered by knowledgeable professionals

Choke Canyon - The Choke Canyon work defines the local prehistoric cultural
material and settlement sequences and is generally cited in any work done in the area. Choke
Canyon data have provided information on the limits of bison distribution (and hunting) on the
southern plains (an issue of national leve interest). Substantive methodological contributions
also resulted. With the notable exception of Highley's (1986) dissertation done as part of the
contracted Choke Canyon series, no independent theses have employed the Choke Canyon
material. The Campbells’ background research on historically known tribes is highly
regarded. The actual research undertaken with Choke Canyon historic material is also well
regarded, but has not served as a springboard for additional historic research.

Palmetto Bend - The prehistoric material provides a well documented collection of
archeological data that inform on climatic change and human reaction in a coastal inland
setting. Evidence from these investigations supports an interpretation that barrier islands
formed along the middle Texas coast about the time of Christ creating a brackish estuary
system with greater biological productivity. The Palmetto Bend data suggest that under these
changed conditions people could live year-round on this section of the coast for thefirst time
and there was a consequent shift in settlement and adaptation. The infrequent citation of the
prehistoric work and virtual absence of reference to the historic work partly reflects a
perception that the areais "kind of unique" and that not much active research is being done
locally. However, it was felt that the main reason that the research is infrequently cited is that
very few copies of final reports were made or distributed.

Brantley - The project work provides a solid basis for the local culture historical
sequence and the definitive works for the area (Sebastian and Larralde 1989, Katz and Katz
1994) are based on it. Thework also defines the eastern boundary of the Jornada Mogollon
area. Thelimits of historic/protohistoric Mescallero Apache occupation are also suggested by
the documented absence of the expected appertaining material in the project area. The
historic work describes a segment of the material record of atime and place of iconic status in
our national history (West of the Pecos). The Seven Rivers cemetery report provides both a
mode for dealing with the sensitive and complex issues related to cemetery relocation and a
fascinating perspective on afrontier "boot hill."



The Katzes overview (1994) has been distributed to "at least” two hundred people by
the New Mexico State Historic Preservation Office. It seems to be primarily being used as
context for compliance surveys related to oil and gas development. The virtual absence of
citation in the mainstream historic and archeological literature does not reflect low regard for
the work. Comments made at the 1985 Jornada Conference in Tularosa, New Mexico,
support the contention that the work is competently done and important to the definition of
the Jornada Mogollon culture area. One researcher active in Eastern New Mexico notes that
he knows the Katzes' work but does not use it because it does not pertain to the time period
(very late Late Prehistoric) of the sites heis investigating. Severa individuals felt that thereis
ageneral perception that Eastern New Mexico is an unglamourous area and those working in
the area are eccentric.

McGee Creek - Project data provide a solid basis for regional interpretive studies of
history and prehistory which are fact-based rather than intuitive. The quality of the data
reflect the principles which guided the work: standard data collection formats were employed
to characterize sites in original records; testing followed a consistent and systematic approach;
and intensive excavation techniques maximized identification of occupational episodes and
minimized obscuring taphonomic patterning. These factors allowed a rare comparative view
of the character of human usein the project area over space and through time. More
particularly, the Quince Site excavations provide a view of Paleoindian to Archaic transition.
The settlement pattern data identify upland settlement removed from the large drainages
where most previous archeological work has been focused. Project data were also used to
examine the issue of viewing the local Fourche Maline as an indigenous or peripheral-to-the-
main development.

The study of thelocal historic logging industry was a unique endeavor using an
archeological approach to look at the material correlates of an extractive industry through
time and attempt to define associations with changes in technology, economic events and
differences in the focal resource quality and distribution in the local environment. The result
was an understanding of how such industries react to change in complex natural and cultural
landscapes. Others involved with cultural resource management issues related to historic
timber harvesting have found the McGee Creek study interesting and useful.

The infrequent citation of the McGee Creek reports partly reflects the fact that copies
of them were not distributed. There was aso a particularly long gap between the completion
of the field work and the publication of the reports. It was also suggested that there are
relatively few archeol ogists working in southeastern Oklahoma and western Arkansas and it
seems that there may be akind of "critical mass" to be achieved if an areais to gain attention
for its contributions and potential.



4) Citations of Project Data in the Literature (r eference Attachment B)

PUBLICATION CHOKE PALMETTO | BRANTLEY | MCGEE
CANYON BEND
American Antiquity 3
American Anthropologist 3*
Plains Anthropologist 9 2
Jrnl. Of Field Archaeol. 1
Bulletin of the Texas 9 1
Archaeological Society
Bulletin of the Oklahoma 1
Anthropological Society
Oklahoma Archaeological 2
Society Newsletter
SE Archaeological Conference 1
Bulletin
Books & Monographs 3 3 4 8
TOTAL 28 5 4 13
*3 volumes covered in one
review.
Summary

Each project has made a major contribution to regional research by defining a local
cultural historical sequence. Researchers who are active in the general areas know of the
work and citeit in support of particular points of their own investigations. For instance, the
large block excavation of a Dalton component at McGee Creek’ s Quince Site fills what
would otherwise be a gap in the palecindian/archaic transition and is of national significance.
Similarly, McGee Creek and Brantley provide a basis for defining the boundary of Fourche
Maline and Jornada Mogollon respectively. The Choke Canyon and Palmetto Bend material
help define the limits of prehistoric bison exploitation on the continent.

The reports are regularly used to provide context for cultural resource management
(CRM) studies done in the immediate area of the projects. We believe that those dog eared
volumes at TARL and the “at least” 200 copies requested for Katz and Katz (1994) primarily
indicate that there’'s more oil and gas development (and hence CRM work) around Choke
Canyon and Brantley than there is around McGee Creek and Palmetto Bend.



The historians who wrote up project historical reports reference their own work in their
own work from time to time. Nobody e se does much. They thought this was too bad. We
do too.

We were relieved to find that the results of the project work have proved generally
useful and are viewed by knowledgeable individuals as being of high quality. Certainly the
datais available that would allow substantive problem oriented research (dissertations, NSF
grants and the like) to be done, but it does not seem to have happened. Why not?

Discussion and Recommendations

A subtheme which ran through many of the comments for each project was that the
arealacked “glitz.” None of these areas ever formed the center of a great cultural florescence.
None of these areas seem to hold data which particularly promise revolutionizing our
understanding of history or prehistory. They are viewed, however, as complementing and
refining our knowledge of other areas and sharpen our big picture view. One could say that
there was nothing particularly glitzy about Pecos Pueblo. It got its glitz from Kidder’s
investigation of it. Still, that star quality that attracts grants and graduate studentsis partly a
matter of place and the local flow and ebb of human cultures. Our four project areas don't
seem to have it.

We would like to suggest that another reason for the underutilization of these datais a
myth tenaciously held by our profession. We refer to the, from our perspective, myth, of the
gray literature. From the academic perspective, the gray literature is areality. Wefind that
when we attempt to commiserate with academic non-CRM archeol ogists about
underutilization of CRM data, they are apt to say, “ Well, if it were available we'd useiit.”

“It’s not published.” Oneistempted to translate this discussion as, "l didn't personally receive
acopy, so it doesn't exist - End of story.” In the difference between these perceptions of
reality lies the problem. In redlity, the data are available and useable, and they are not
published.

Thereisa fundamental disconnect between the university and cultural resource
management worlds. The academic folks, particularly historians, seem to have little or no
knowledge of or interest in the processes of CRM, including little or no knowledge of the
existence of the State Historic Preservation Officer's designated repositories, the reports in
them, or the research that generated them. Even historians hired to do CRM work seem to
develop amnesia when they return to their regular pursuits. After 30 years, the CRM world
continues to be a separate and foreign land.

We CRM practitioners have contributed to the myth of the gray literature by acting as
if we believe that compliance mandated work is conducted as if it were pure research. If the
data are collected in a thoughtfully concelved problem oriented way in accordance with sound
field procedures, the results should be publishable, right? Maybe! Research conceived
becauseit is thought to be likely to make major scientific contributions and research
conducted in legal compliance often yield fundamentally different things. The former, if



successful, is published. The latter are always written up, but are seldom very publishable.
CRM work is not undertaken primarily to accomplish valuable research results; it is
undertaken to document the resources of an area of Federal impact. CRM reports share
much with soil matrix and primary historic sources. Thereal jewels are set in tons of dross,
much of which is generated by bureaucratic formats, often at the lowest common
denominator, created to ensure at least an acceptable product in the public interest. Thisis of
course particularly true of smaller projects, but the generally thin citations of at least three out
of four of our major projects seem to indicate that even projects with large and substantive
contributions are apt not to be used. Successful academic archeologists and historians seldom
cite CRM reports not because the reports are unavailable gray literature, but rather we
suggest, because the reports are percelved as horribly boring and are apt to pertain to an area
in which the scholar has minimal research interest (no glitz).

For the most part, these are primary, archival sources and it is necessary to go to them.
They are not necessarily in your local museum or university library, although they may very
well be; many copies of some reports have been distributed. Archival researchistime
consuming and perhaps not familiar ground for many archeologists. Thereports and data are
universally available, unlike the data collected for “pure research” which is often missing or
lost. Every department has its beloved old professor who goes to his reward leaving behind
the file cabinets and shoe boxes of unsynthesized unpublished field notes, etc. Sometimes the
successors conduct successful posthumous salvage. Often not.

We need to be encouraging students to use compendia of data like those of our four
projects as sources for term papers and dissertations. The most obvious applications would
be in furthering regional subsistence and settlement pattern studies. The material should also
be used to experiment with new analytic and interpretive techniques. While the material may
not be glitzy, students will find great stores of meticulously collected high quality datain these
repositories..

The preceding discussion should not be construed as a view that individuals and
agencies responsible for salvage archeology can not do a better job of publicizing the results
of thework. We can and should more frequently synthesize project results in professional
journals (eg. Perttula and McGuff 1985, Hester 1995) and report significant findings (eg.
Ricklis 1992). Syntheses of major projects contributions to particular problems and
chronological periods (Perttula 1992) should be the norm, not the exception. Perhaps State
Archeologists or State professional societies could publish the results of large scale work in
their series. Using the National Technical Information Service did not work out very
successfully. The Smithsonian Institution's Anthropoligical Archives accepts CRM reports,
but filing them there does not seem to have become the custom.

The technology for making computer records of archeological data has been around
for more than thirty years. The development of the National Archeological Database by the
National Park Service, and progress on computerizing site records in Colorado, New Mexico,
Texas, California, and other states no doubt, are positive trends. However, our progress has
been appallingly slow in working out protocols to allow making hard data available



electronically. Isit perhaps not high time to establish a national institution where all CRM
reports would be filed, indexed, selectively reviewed, scanned and made available over the
internet?

In closing, we would suggest that the tenacious obscurity of even large scale and
reputable CRM research may also reflect alack of National values or priorities in addressing
archeological problems. Thiswould seem to paralle our individualistic American way of life
and our archeologist culture. Glitz, stars, tradition, and influence determine research priorities
more than the potential of a particular areato yield new or needed information of usein aredl
understanding of our continent through space and time. Perhaps time will make a difference.
The development of water projects tends to assure growth, modern settlement. That change
may be accompanied by greater interest and appreciation of the area, providing an impetus to
study its past. But for the Federal involvement which supported the growth, the data to
understand that past might have been lost.
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Abstract

Thelast four big dams planned and built by the Bureau of Reclamation's old Southwest Region occupy
the conjunction of the end of the era of large scale public works initiated in the 1960s and the start of
the era of large scale public funding for archeological and historic investigation initiated by 1974
federal legislation. Not before or since was there so much work and so much money to work with. For
each project, Palmetto Bend (Lake Texana) on the Texas Gulf Coast, Choke Canyon in South Texas,
McGee Creek in Southeast Oklahoma, and the Brantley Project on the Pecos River in New Mexico:
tens of thousands of acres were surveyed; hundreds of sites were defined; mitigative data recovery
was done at dozens of sites; and tons of artifacts were analyzed, catalogued, and curated. Inthe
interest of furthering the use of these massive quantities of datain regional research, we provide
comprehensive lists of substantive reports for each project. We also attempt to examine how the
reports and curated artifacts have been employed for research purposesin the ensuing years and
provide the results of our citations search.



TABLE A
REFERENCES FOR THE BRANTLEY PROQJECT

Vol unes avail abl e at the Museum of Indian Arts and Crafts, Library
and Archeol ogi cal Research Managenent System Santa Fe, New Mexi co,
and at the National Archives and Records Adm ni stration, Denver,
Col or ado

Bachman, George O

1983 Geonorphol ogical report. Statement of Wrk, Brantley Project
Cultural Resources I nvestigations. Appendix 2. Bureau of
Recl amat i on, Sout hwest Reqional Ofice, Amarill o, Texas.
| ncl uded Katz and Katz 1985.

Bousman, C. Britt"

1974 Archeol ogi cal reconnai ssance of Brantley reservoir.
Archaeol ogi cal Research Program Departnent of Anthropol ogy,
Sout hern Met hodi st Uni versity.

Et chi eson, G Meeks'

1983 Archeol ogi cal survey of additional portions of the Brantley
proj ect area, Eddy County, New Mexico. Bureau of Reclanmtion,
Sout hwest Region, Amarill o, Texas.

Fer guson, Bobbie H.

1993 “...and they laid themto rest in the little plot beside the
Pecos,” final report on the relocation of old Seven Rivers
cemetery, Eddy County, New Mexico, (2 Vol unes). Bureau of
Recl amati on., Denver.

Gal | agher, Joseph G

1976 Survey, testing and eval uation of the Archeol ogical resources
of the Brantley reservoir, 1975. Archaeol ogical Research
Program Departnent of Anthropol ogy, Southern Methodi st

Uni versity.

Gal | agher, Joseph G, and Susan E. Bearden

1980 Eval uation of cultural resources at Brantley reservoir, Eddy
county, New Mexico. Archaeol ogi cal Research Program Research
Report 120, Departnent of Anthropol ogy. Sout hern Met hodi st
University. Report submitted to the National Park Service,
Sout hwest Regi on, Santa Fe.

Hender son, Mark S.

1976 An archaeol ogical inventory of Brantley reservoir, New Mexico,
nodel s of regional culture history. Southern Methodi st
Uni versity Contributions in Anthropol ogy No. 18,
Depart ment of Anthropology, Institute for the Study of Earth
and Man, Southern Methodi st University

Huf stetl er, Mark, and Lon Johnson

1993 Watering the land, the turbulent history of the Carl sbad
irrigation district. National Park Service, Rocky Muntain
Region, Division of National Preservation Progranms., Denver.

Katz, Susana R, and Paul Katz



1985a The history of the Carlsbad basin, Southeastern New Mexi co:
technical report, archeol ogical investigations in the Brantley
project location. |Incarnate Wrd College., San Antonio

1985b Pecos past: The prehistory and history of the Brantley
project locality. Incarnate Wrd Coll ege., San Antonio.

1985¢c The prehistory of the Carl sbad basin, Southeastern New
Mexi co: technical report archeol ogical investigations in the
Brantl ey project location. |ncarnate Word Coll ege,
San_Ant oni o.

Kat z, Susana R, and Paul Katz (editors)

1987 Advances in mddl e Pecos archaeol ogy: proceedings of a
synposi um held at the 4th Jornada Mgoll on conference, Tule,
New Mexi co, October 12, 1985. Bureau of Reclamation, Pecos
River Office, Carlsbad, NewMexico.

*

not avail able at ARMS
* not available at the NARA



REFERENCES FOR THE PALMETTO BEND PROJECT

Vol unes avail abl e at the Texas Archaeol ogi cal Research Laboratory in
Austin and at the National Archives and Records Adnministration in
Denver

Crosby, H. Ant hony

1977 Architecture of Texana, 1831-1883, Jackson county, Texas.
Research report 57, Texas Archeol ogical Society, The University
of Texas at Austin.

Fawcett, WIliamB.*»

1979 Phase |1l prehistoric archeol ogical research within Pal netto
Bend reservoir, Jackson county, Texas. Research Report., Texas
Archeol ogi cal Survey, University of Texas at Austin.

Freeman, Martha D., and WIliam B. Fawcett

1980 The antebellum period in the Stephen F. Austin col ony:
hi storical and archeol ogical research in the Pal netto Bend
reservoir area, Jackson county, Texas. Research Report 70,
Texas Archeol ogical Survey, The University of Texas at Austin.

Jackson, Marsha F.

1977 Texana: excavations at a nineteenth-century inland coastal
town, Jackson county, Texas. Research Report 56, Texas
Archeol ogi cal Survey, University of Texas at Austin

Mal | ouf, Robert J., Daniel E. Fox, and Alton K Briggs

1973 Assessnent of the cultural resources of Palnmetto Bend
reservoir, Jackson county, Texas. Archeological Survey Report
11, Texas Historical Survey Comm ttee, Austin.

MGuff, Paul R
1978a Pal metto Bend project archeol ogical site 41JK163, Jackson
County, Texas.University of Texas at Austin.

1978b Prehi storic archeol ogical investigations at Palnetto Bend
reservoir: phase |I. Research Report 58. Texas
Archeol ogi cal Survey, The University of Texas at Austin.

MGuff, Paul R, and WIliam B. Fawcett

1978 Phase |l: Palnetto Bend archeol ogical investigations: re-
eval uative survey, testing, Research Report 67, Texas
Archeol ogi cal Survey, University of Texas at Austin.

Sj oberg, Alf*

1978 A final report on soil chem cal analysis and grain size
determ nation of archaeol ogical site deposits in the Palnetto
Bend reservoir area, Jackson County, Texas. University of
Texas at Austin.

Texas Archeol ogi cal Survey Research Staff

1982 Phase Ill: prehistoric archeol ogical research within Palnetto
Bend reservoir, Jackson county, Texas. Palnetto Bend Reservoir
Series., Volune 6, The University of Texas at Austin.

VWakefield, WH."



1968 Archaeol ogi cal surveys of Pal metto Bend and Choke canyon
reservoirs, Texas. Survey Report 5, Texas Archeol ogical
Sal vage Project, University of Texas at Austin.

* Not avail abl e at NARA
A Not avail able at TARL



REFERENCES FOR THE NUECES RI VER ( CHOKE CANYON) PROJECT

Vol unes avail abl e at the Texas Archeol ogi cal Research Laboratory
(TARL) in Austin, at the Center for Archaeol ogi cal Research at the
University of Texas at San Antonio (UTSA), and at the Nationa
Archi ves and Records Adm nistration in Denver

Bandy, Philip A *

1981 Hi storical archeol ogical resources of the Choke Canyon
reservoir area - McMillen and Live Oak counties, Texas. Center
for Archaeol ogi cal Research. University of Texas at San
Ant oni o.

Brown, Kenneth M, Daniel R Potter, Gant D. Hall, and Stephen L.

Bl ack*

1982 Excavations at 41LK67: a prehistoric site in Choke Canyon
reservoir, south Texas. Choke Canyon Series., Volunme 7. Center
for Archaeol ogi cal Research. University of Texas at San
Ant oni o.

Campbell, T. N., and T.J. Canpbell

1981 Historic indian groups of the Choke Canyon reservoir and
surroundi ng area, Southern Texas. Choke Canyon Series, Volune
|. Center for Archaeol ogi cal Research, University of Texas at
San Ant oni o.

DeMarcay, Gary B., and D. Gentry Steele

1986 Archaeol ogi cal investigations at 41LK201, Choke Canyon
reservoir, Southern Texas. Center for Archaeol ogi cal Research,
Uni versity of Texas at San Ant oni o.

Everett, Diane, and Philip A Bandy

1981 Historical resources of the Choke Canyon reservoir in McMillen
and Live OGak Counties, Texas. Choke Canyon Series, Parts 1 and
2. Center for Archaeol ogical Research, University of Texas at
San Ant oni o.

Fox, Anne A.

1984 A study of five historic ceneteries at Choke Canyon reservoir,
Li ve Gak and McMul |l en counties, Texas. Choke Canyon Seri es,
Center for Archaeol ogical Research. University of Texas at San
Ant oni o.




REFERENCES FOR THE NUECES RI VER ( CHOKE CaNyoN) PRQIECT (conti nued)

Fox, Anne A., and Paul Ward

1986 Archeol ogical investigations at historic sites in the Choke
Canyon reservoir, Southern Texas. Choke Canyon Series, Center
for Archaeol ogical Research. University of Texas at San
Ant oni o.

Hall, Grant D., Stephen L. Black, and Carol G aves*

1982 Archeol ogical investigations at Choke Canyon reservoir, South
Texas at phase | findings. Choke Canyon Series, Volune 5,
Center for Archaeol ogical Research, University of Texas at San
Ant oni o.

Hall, Grant D., Thomas R Hester, and Stephen L. Bl ack

1986 Prehistoric sites at Choke Canyon reservoir, Southern Texas:
results of phase |l archaeol ogical investigations. Choke
Canyon Series. Volune 10, Center for Archaeol ogi cal Research,
University of Texas at San Antoni o.

Hester, Thomas R, and Robert F. Scott*~

1978 Proposal for final archeological nmitigation at sites 41LK31,
41LK32, and 41LK202 in Choke Canyon reservoir, Nueces river
project, Texas. Choke Canyon Series, Center for Archaeol ogical
Research, University of Texas at San Antoni o.

Hi ghl ey, Cheryl L.

1986 Archeol ogical investigation at 41LK201, Choke Canyon reservoir,
Sout hern Texas. Choke Canyon Series, Volune 11, Center for
Ar chaeol ogi cal Research, University of Texas at San Antoni o.

Labadi e, Joseph S.**

1985 A reevaluation of four prehistoric sites (41LK203, 41LK204,
41LK205, and 41LK206) near the Choke Canyon reservoir in Live
Cak county, Texas. Choke Canyon Series, Center for
Ar chaeol ogi cal Research., University of Texas at San
Ant oni o.

Lynn, Warren M, Daniel E. Fox, and Nancy O Mall ey*

1977 Cultural resource survey of Choke Canyon reservoir, Live Qak
and McMul | en Counti es, Texas. Texas Historical Conm ssion,
Austin, Texas.




REFERENCES FOR THE NUECES RI VER ( CHOKE CaNyoN) PRQIECT (conti nued)

Roenmer, Erw n*

1981 1979 archaeol ogi cal survey of portions of the Choke Canyon
reservoir in Live Cak and McMiul | en counties, Texas. Choke
Canyon Series., Part 4, Center for Archaeol ogi cal Research,
University of Texas at San Antoni 0.

Scott, Robert F., and Daniel E. Fox

1982 Excavations at sites 41LK31/32 and 41LK202- the Choke Canyon
reservoir, South Texas. Choke Canyon Series. Volune 8., Center
for Archaeol ogical Research., University of Texas at San
Ant oni o.

Sorrow, W M *~

1974 Interimreport on the archeol ogical and historical resources of
t he proposed Choke Canyon Reservoir, Live OGak and McMil | en
counties, Texas. Texas Historical Conm ssion, Austin.

Steele, D. G

1986 Anal ysis of vertebrate faunal remains from 41LK201, Live Qak
county, Texas. Appendix V, In: 1986 Hi ghley, C. L.
Archeol ogi cal investigation at 41201, Choke Canyon reservoir,
sout hern Texas. Choke Canyon Series. Volunme 11, Center for
Ar chaeol ogi cal Research, University of Texas at San
Ant oni o.

Thons, Al ston V.

1981 Archeol ogical survey of a portion of the Choke Canyon reservoir
area in McMiull en and Live Oak counties, Texas. Choke Canyon
Series, Part 3, Center for Archaeol ogical Research., University
of Texas at San Ant oni o.

VWakefield, WH*™

1968 Archaeol ogi cal surveys of Pal nmetto Bend and Choke Canyon
reservoirs, Texas. Survey Report 5, Texas Archaeol ogi cal
Sal vage Project, University of Texas at Austin.

Warren, Janes E.**

1990 Cultural resources testing of archaeol ogical sites 41MC19 and
41MC 294 Choke Canyon reservoir, MMillen County, Texas. Choke
Canyon Series, Center for Archaeol ogical Research, University
of Texas at San Antoni o.




REFERENCES FOR THE NUECES RI VER ( CHOKE CaNyoN) PRQIECT (conti nued)

Weed, Carol S., and Harry J. Shafer

1981 Archaeol ogical testing and collecting at Choke Canyon
reservoir, Nueces River Project, Texas. Choke Canyon Series,
Vol une 6., Center for Archaeol ogi cal Research
University of Texas at San Antoni 0.

uni denti fi ed aut hor*~

1979 Final recommendations for phase Il archeol ogical investigations
in the Choke Canyon Reservoir, Nueces River Project, Texas.
Center for Archaeol ogi cal Research, University of Texas
at San Ant oni o.

Not avail abl e at NARA
*  Not avail abl e at UTSA
A Not avail able at TARL



REFERENCES FOR THE McGEE CREEK PROJECT

Vol unes avail abl e at the Gkl ahoma Archaeol ogi cal Survey in Norman,
nost at the Museum of the Great Plains in Lawton, Okl ahoma; and at
the National Archives and Records Administration in Denver

Cheek, Annetta L.

1976 Report of the ten percent archeol ogi cal reconnai ssance of
proposed McGee Creek Reservoir. Archeol ogical Research
Associ ates, Tul sa, Gkl ahom.

Fer guson, Bobbie, and Paul MGuff

1983 Final report on the McGee Creek cenetery rel ocations, Atoka
County, Oklahoma. Southwest Region. Bureau of Reclanmtion,
Amarill o, Texas.

Ferring, C. Reid

1994 Past environnents and prehistory at McGee Creek reservoir,
At oka County, Oklahoma. MGee Creek Series, Volune V, Part 4,
University of North Texas at Denton.

Ferring, C. Reid (editor)*

1994 Prehistoric archeol ogy at McGee Creek reservoir, Atoka county,
Okl ahonma: sites al ong McGee and Potapo creeks and tributaries.
M Gee Creek Series, Volunme V, Part 1, University of North Texas
at Dent on.

Ferring, C. Reid, Tinothy Perttula, Paul R MG@ff, and Bonnie C

Yat es*

1994 Archeol ogical investigations at four sites al ong Potapo Creek,
McGee Creek Reservoir, Atoka County, Oklahoma. MGee Creek
Series., Volune V., Part 3, University of North Texas at Denton.

M&uff, Paul R

1980 Cultural resource survey and testing at the M Gee Creek
project, Oklahoma. Environnmental Assessnents, Pauls Vall ey,
Okl ahonm.

1993 Testing of archeological sites in the McGee Creek project area,
At oka county, Oklahoma. MGee Creek Series, Volune |1,
University of North Texas at Denton.




REFERENCES FOR THE MCGEE CREEK PRQIECT (conti nued)

McGuff, Paul R, Sue M Moore, and C. Reid Ferring

1993 Hi storical archaeol ogy of the McGee Creek project, Atoka
county, Oklahoma. MGee Creek Series, Volune |V, University
of North Texas at Denton.

McGuff, Paul R, Sue M Moore, and Emery L. Kenp

1993 Felling, skidding and dogging: a study of sawrmills in the
west ern Quachita mountains. MGee Creek Series, Volunme |11,
University of North Texas at Denton.

Perttula, Tinpbthy K-~

1994 Excavations at the quince site (34AT234) Atoka County,
Okl ahoma. McCGee Creek Series, Volune V, Part 2, University of
Nort h Texas at Dent on.

Perttula, Tinmpthy K, and Paul R MGQuff

1993 A cultural resources survey of the McGee Creek project area,
At oka County, Oklahoma. MGee Creek Series, University of
North Texas at Denton

* Not avail abl e at NARA



Table B
ARTI CLES OR PUBLI CATI ONS RESULTI NG FROM THE | NVESTI GATI ONS

Fawcett, W B.

1983a The antebellum period in the Stephen F. Austin
col ony: Hi storical archaeol ogy of the George Sutherl and
pl antation (41JK33). 1In: Forgotten places and things ed. by
Al bert E. Ward. Contributions to Anthropol ogi cal Studies 3,
Center for Anthropol ogical Studies, Al buquerque.

1983b The exani nation of prehistoric intra-site variability on the
Texas coast. Sout heastern Archaeol ogi cal Conference
Bull etin 20-21: 98-101.

Holloway, R G, and C R Ferring

in prep Ferndale bog: a 12,000 year vegetation record fromthe
South plains. North Texas State University, Denton,
Texas. (cited in Plains Anthropol ogist 132(118) [ Novenber
1987])

Perttula, Tinothy K
1992 The Caddo nation: archaeol ogical and ethnohistoric
perspective. University of Texas Press, Austin.

Perttula, Tinothy K, and Paul M MGQGuff
1985 Wbodl and and Caddoan settlenent in the McGee creek drainage,
Sout heast Okl ahoma. Pl ains Ant hropol ogi st 30(109):219- 235.

Perttula, Tinmothy K, Paul M MGff, and C. Reid Ferring

1983a Archaeol ogi cal research in the McGee creek project, Atoka
County, Oklahoma, part 1. Gkl ahoma Anthropol ogica
Society Newsletter Volune 31(3): 3-6.

1983b Archaeol ogi cal research in the McGee creek project, At oka
County, Okl ahoma, part 2. Gkl ahoma Anthropol ogica
Society Newsletter Volune 31(4):2-5.

Perttula, T.K., P. M Ma@ff, CR Ferring, and B.C Yates

1983 McGee creek archaeol ogy: a consideration of western Quachita
nount ai ns prehistory. Bulletin of the Okl ahonma Ant hr opol ogi cal
Soci ety 32:23-54.

Cheek, Charles D., Anneta L. Cheek, Steven Hackenberger, and

Kevi n Leehan

1977 Settlement Patterns and Contract Archaeol ogy: an
Okl ahoma Exanple. in Conservation Archaeology: a guide
for cultural resource nmanagenent studies. M chael B.
Schiffer and George J. Gummerman (eds.). Academ c Press.
New York. pp. 379-389

CI TATIONS | N JOURNALS AND OTHER PUBLI CATI ONS SEE TABLE A AND LI ST ON THE PRECEDI NG
PAGE FOR REFERENCES

23



Nueces Ri ver (Choke Canyon) Project

1981 Canpbell, T.N., and T.J. Canpbell, cited in:

Johnson, LeRoy
1985 Book review. Bulletin of the Texas Archeol ogi cal
Society, Volune 54.

Johnson, LeRoy, and T. N. Canpbell
1992 Sanan: traces of a previously unknown aboriginal |anguage in
col oni al Coahuila and Texas. Plains Ant hropol ogi st 37:185-212.

Hi ckerson, Nancy P
1994 The Junmmnos, hunters and traders of the south plains.
Uni versity of Texas Press, Austin.

Ricklis, Robert A

1996 The Karankawa i ndi ans of Texas at an ecol ogi cal study of
cultural tradition and change University of Texas Press,
Aust i n.

1981 Canmpbell, T.N., and T. J. Canpbell; 1982 Hall, Grant D., Stephen
L. Black, and Carol G aves; and 1982 Brown, Kenneth M, and Daniel R
Potter, Gant D. Hall, and Stephen L. Black, cited in:

Spet h, John
1984 Review in "Archaeol ogy." Areri can Ant hropol ogi st 86: 1013.

1986 DeMarcay, Gary B., and D. Gentry Steele, cited in:

Shaffer, Brian S.

1989 Late prehistoric faunal subsistence on the south Texas pl ains:
anal ysis of the vertebrate faunal renmins from41VIT66, Victoria
county. Plains Anthropol ogist 34:171-178.

Shaffer, Brian S.
1992 Quarter inch screening: understanding biases in recovery of
vertebrate faunal remains. Anerican Antiquity 57:129.

Shaffer, Brian S., and Julia L.J. Sanchez

1994 Conparison of 1/8"- and 1/4"-nesh recovery of controlled
sanmpl es of small-to-nmediumsized mammals. Anmerican Antiquity
59: 525- 530.

1982 Hall, Grant D., Stephen L. Black, and Carol G aves; 1986

Hi ghl ey, Cheryl; and Appendix VIII to Volune 5 by Robinson, R
entitled: Biosilica analysis of three prehistoric archeol ogical sites
in the Choke Canyon reservoir, Live Oak county, Texas: prelinmnary
summary of climatic inplications, cited in:

Huebner, Jeffrey A
1991 Late prehistoric bison populations in central and southern

24



Texas. Plains Anthropol ogi st, Vol ume 36(137): 343-358.

1982 Hall, G D., T.R Hester, and S.L. Black; 1986 Hi ghley, Cheryl;
1986 Hall, G D., S. L. Black, and C. Graves; and an appendix in 1986
Hall, et al, by R G Holloway entitled: Macrobotanical analysis of
phase Il materials fromthe Choke Canyon reservoir area, Texas at
cited in:

Hest er, Thomas R
1995 The prehistory of south Texas. Bulletin of the Texas
Archeol ogi cal Soci ety, Vol une 66.

1982 Hall, GD., S. L. Black, and C. Graves; 1982 Scott, R F, 1V,
and D.E. Fox, cited in:

Prewitt, Elton R
1995 Distributions of typed projectile points in Texas.Bulletin of
the Texas Archeol ogical Society Volunme 66.

1982 Hall, Grant D., Stephen L. Black, and Carol Graves, cited in:

Benent, Leland C., and Solveig A Turpin
1987 Technol ogical continuity and functional change: the
case of the dorso end scraper. Plains Anthropol ogi st
32(118).

Ricklis, Robert A.

1987 Archeol ogical investigations at the McKinzie site (41NU221),
Nueces county, Texas: description and contextual
interpretations. Bulletin of the Texas Archeol ogical Soci ety,
Vol urmre 58.

Ricklis, Robert A

1992 The spread of a late prehistoric bison hunting conpl ex:
evidence fromthe south-central coastal prairie of Texas.
Pl ai ns Ant hr opol ogi st 37(140): 261- 273.

Steele, D. Gentry, and EE. R Mkry, Jr.

1983 Archeol ogical investigations of seven prehistoric sites along
Gso creek, Nueces county, Texas. Bulletin of the Texas
Archeol ogi cal Society, Vol une 54.

1986 Hall, Grant D., Thomas R Hester, and Stephen L. Black, cited
i n:

Creel, Scott D., and M chael Collins

1990 A faunal record fromwest central Texas and its bearing on late
Hol ocene bi son popul ati on changes in the Southern plains.
Pl ai ns Ant hr opol ogi st 35(130).

25



1986 Hall, G D., T. R Hester, and S.L. Black; 1986 Hi ghley, C. L.

Perttula, Tinothy K, Mles R Mller, Robert A Ricklis, Daniel J.

Prikryl, and Christopher Lintz

1995 Prehistoric and historic aboriginal ceranmcs in Texas.
Bulletin of the Texas Archeol ogi cal Society, Vol ume 66.

1986 Hester, Thonmas R, Frank Asaro, Helen Mchel, Fred Stross, and
Fred W Nelson in 1986 Hall, Gant D., Hester, Thonas R, and Stephen
L. Black, cited in:

Baugh, T. C.
1987 New Mexi co obsi di an sources and exchange on the southern
plains. Journal of Field Archeol ogy 14: 313.

1986 Hi ghley, Cheryl L., cited in:

Creel, Darrell
1991 Bison hides in late prehistoric exchange in the Southern
Plains. Anerican Antiguity 56:40.

Ri cklis, Robert A.

1992 The spread of a late prehistoric bison hunting conpl ex:
evidence fromthe south-central coastal prairie of Texas.
Pl ai ns Ant hr opol ogi st 37(140): 261- 273.

Nueces River (Choke Canyon) Project (continued)

1977 Lynn, Warren M, Daniel E. Fox, and Nancy O Malley, cited in:

Hest er, Thomas R
1980 Digging into south Texas prehistory, a guide foranateur
archaeol ogi sts. Corona Publishing Conpany, San Antonio, Texas.

1986 Steele, D. Gentry, cited in:

Shaffer, B. S.

1989 Late Prehistoric faunal subsistence on the south Texas pl ains:
anal ysis of the vertebrate faunal renmins from41VIT66, Victoria
county. _Plains Anthropologist: 34:171-178.

Pal mett o Bend Proj ect

1978b McGuff, Paul, cited in:

Story, Dee Ann, et al

1990 Archaeol ogy and bi oarchaeol ogy of the Gulf Coastal Plain.
Arkansas Archaeol ogi cal Survey., Research Series No. 38,
Fayetteville.

26



1978b Mc@uff, Paul; 1978 McQuff, Paul, and WIliam Fawcett, cited in:

Linp, W Frederick, Ellen Zahn, and Janes P. Harcourt, (editors)

1989 Archaeological literature of the South Central United States:
volunme |, citations. Arkansas Archaeol ogi cal Survey, Research
Series No. 36, Fayetteville.

1978b McGuff, Paul; 1981 Texas Archeol ogi cal Survey Research Staff,
cited in:

Prewitt, Elton R
1995 Distributions of typed projectile points in Texas.Bulletin of
the Texas Archeol ogical Society, Vol ume 66.

Brant| ey

1974 Bousman, Brit; 1976 Gall agher, J.G; 1980 Gall agher, J. G, and
Susan Bearden; 1983 Etchi eson, Meeks; and 1985a & b Katz, Susana, and
Paul Katz, cited in:

Sebastian, L. and S. Larral de

1989 Living on the land: 11,000 years of human adaptation in
sout heast ern New Mexi co. New Mexi co Bureau of lLand Managenent,
Roswel | .

1976 Gl l agher, J. G, cited in:

1977 Conservation Archaeology: a quide for cultural resource
managenent studies. M chael B. Schiffer and George J.
Gummerman (eds.). Academ c Press. New York.

1985c Katz, Susana, and Paul Katz, cited in:

Kat z, Susana, and Paul Katz
1994 The prehistory of the Pecos country, southeastern New Mexi co.
H storic Preservation Division, Santa Fe.

1985b Katz, Susana, and Paul Katz, cited in:

Scurl ock, Dan, and Boyd C. Pratt

1989 Llano, river, and nountains: The southeast New Mexico regi onal
overview. Part I, historic overview, part ||l nanagement,
identification, evaluation, and treatnment. Historic
Preservation Division, Santa Fe.

27



McGee Creek Project

1983 Ferguson, Bobbie, and Paul McGuff, cited in:

Linp, W Frederick, Ellen Zahn, and James P. Harcourt (editors)

1989 Archaeological literature of the south central United States:
volunme |, citations. Arkansas Archaeol ogi cal Survey, Research
Series No. 36, Fayetteville.

1980 Mccuff, Paul; 1983 Perttula, Tinothy K, Paul M M@ff, C Reid
Ferring, and Bonnie C. Yates; 1983a Perttula, Tinothy K, Paul M
MG@uff, and C. Reid Ferring; 1983b Perttula, Tinothy K, Paul M
MGuff, and C. Reid Ferring; 1985 Perttula, Tinothy K, and Paul M
M@&ff, cited in:

Story, Dee Ann, et al

1990 Archaeol ogy and bi oarchaeol ogy of the Gulf Coastal Plain.
Arkansas Archaeol ogical Survey., Research Series No. 38, 2
vols., Fayetteville.

28



Figure 1

29



Figure 2

30



31



Figue4

32



